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Summary
A large number of archaeological and epigraphic testimonia
refer to statues of Attalid kings in the gymnasion of Pergamon.
The various records andmedia have not yet been systematically
correlated. This article aims to compile and describe the cor-
pus of royal statues installed in the Pergamon gymnasion dur-
ing the Hellenistic period, as well as to assess the function of
these statues and their importance for royal representation in
the gymnasion. Particular focus is on the relationship between
royal statues and the ruler cult practiced in the gymnasion as
well as how these statues were preserved and transformed until
Late Antiquity. Visual integration and visual continuity seem
to have played a major role in this process.
Keywords: gymnasion; Pergamon; royal portraits; ruler cult;
Hellenistic kings
ZuBildnisstatuen attalidischer Könige imGymnasion von Per-
gamon besitzen wir vielfältige archäologische und epigraphi-
sche Zeugnisse. Systematischwurden aber die Zusammenhän-
ge dieser unterschiedlichen Zeugnisgruppen bisher nicht un-
tersucht. Der Beitrag zielt darauf ab, den Bestand anHerrscher-
bildnissen im Gymnasion von Pergamon zu bestimmen und
ihre Funktionen und Rolle im Rahmen der Pergamenischen
Herrscherrepräsentation im gymnasialen Raum zu beschrei-
ben. Vor allem wird herausgearbeitet, in welchem Bezug die
Bildnisse zumHerrscherkult standen, der dort praktiziert wur-
de, und wie sie bis zur Spätantike bewahrt oder umgestaltet
wurden. Visuelle Integration und visuelle Kontinuität erschei-
nen dabei als die wichtigsten Konzepte.
Keywords: Gymnasium; Pergamon; königliche Portraits;
Herrscherkult; hellenistische Könige
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Over the past decade, new and intensiﬁed research has
increased our knowledge of the great gymnasion of the
Hellenistic royal capital of Pergamon in its early state,
during the period in the ﬁrst half of the second cen-
tury BCE when it was established by the Attalid king
Eumenes II.1 The vast, architecturally ambitious terrace
facility2 reaches its conceptual and architectural zenith
on the upper terrace with hall H, which is approximately
30mwide.3 There, in a rectangular niche 6.4mwide and
2.8 m deep, built into the center of the back wall of the
room, stood a semicircular statue base made of local an-
desite (Figs. 1–2).4
The base supported the installation of Attalid stat-
ues of approximately 3 to 4 m in height – armored and
barefoot – on the right and left side of a slightly larger
statue of Heracles in the center.5 The famous head of
a portrait statue presumed to be Attalos I, and a larger-
than-life head ofHeracles, both now in Berlin, have since
been proved to have been part of these statues, and of the
decoration of the gymnasion in the early second century
BCE.6 The remains of the armored statues and the Her-
acles head belong to the workshop surroundings of the
Pergamon altar, which ﬁts in with the construction pe-
riod of the gymnasion. The surviving base in the niche
created for it belonged to the original building stock of
the gymnasion, there are no traces of its expansion,7 and
the remains of the surviving statues likewise date back
to the original construction period, which means there
is no reason to doubt that the group of ﬁve statues in
total was erected there under Eumenes II. The dimen-
sions of the base, which has a front edge length of about
7 m, illustrate that it was originally used with two por-
trait statues on each side, that is to the right and left of
Heracles.8 Because of the customary symmetry of such
statuary groups, the larger Heracles ﬁgure should be po-
sitioned in the center.
But how does this royal and divine statue group re-
late to the epigraphic ﬁnds? Until now, the sculpture
ﬁnds and the inscription testimony have been rather
unsystematically grouped together, which identiﬁes the
few that have survived on the one hand with the few that
are known on the other.9 This method is not without its
problems, which will be examined below. Above all, the
question arises as to which functions ruler statues ful-
ﬁlled in the High Hellenistic Pergamon gymnasion and
how they related to the ruler cult practiced there.
1 This article was written as part of the research on the Pergamon gymna-
sion funded by the German Research Foundation (DFG) until 2011, and
within the Berlin Sculpture Network ﬁnalized in 2013 (see Scholl 2016).
It seeks to clarify and revise ideas from studies on statues in the Perga-
mon gymnasion (von den Hoff 2004, 382–391) that preceded this project
and have since been advanced and corrected; some results have already
been implied in earlier papers (von den Hoff 2011; von den Hoff and Pe-
tersen 2011; von den Hoff 2015a); others can only be substantiated in a
more comprehensive publication that is still pending. The following text
and its references were ﬁnalized in 2017.
2 On the Hellenistic gymnasion at Pergamon see Schazmann 1923; De-
lorme 1960, 171–191; Wörrle 2000, 504; Radt 2011, 113–146; 357;
Trümper 2015, 172–196 with ﬁg. 3–4; cf. also Trombetti 2013. More re-
cently on the architecture and dating see Wörrle 2007, 508 (“königliches
Geschenk”); Stappmanns 2011, 29–37; von den Hoff, Mathys, and Stapp-
manns 2011; Stappmanns 2012 with ﬁg. 2; Stappmanns 2014; Stapp-
manns 2015; von den Hoff 2015a with ﬁg. 3–4. On new restoration work
see Bachmann 2013, 146–157; Bachmann 2014, 170–173; Bachmann
2015, 168–174. On the relation of the new Eumenic city to the road net-
work, given only by possible views, cf. Pirson 2011a, 121–122 ﬁg. 58; Pir-
son 2011b, 71 ﬁg. 6.
3 Schazmann 1923, 58–61 with pl. 4–5; Radt 2011, 126–127; von den Hoff,
Mathys, and Stappmanns 2011, 273 with ﬁg. 5; von den Hoff 2015a, 127
with note 34 ﬁg. 5; von den Hoff 2015b, 59–60 with note 28 ﬁg. 13.
4 Schazmann 1923, 59 with pl. 4–5. 20; Radt and Filgis 1986, 119 note 396;
von den Hoff 2004, 383–384 with note 77 (with further literature); von
den Hoff 2015a, 127–128 ﬁg. 5. On the graffiti on the base see Schaz-
mann 1923, 59; Radt and Filgis 1986, 119 note 396; von den Hoff 2004,
388 note 105; Radt 2011, 127.
5 Recent work: Queyrel 2003, 41–49; von den Hoff 2004, 383–384; 386–
387 ﬁg. 8 (still presuming only one armored statue; the portrait head of
Alexander the Great from ﬁg. 9 mentioned there was not found in the
same place); Laube 2006, 78–82; von den Hoff and Mathys 2011, 40 ﬁg.
2–3; von den Hoff 2011, 128–129 ﬁg. 6–7; von den Hoff 2015a, 127–129
ﬁg. 11–13; 15. On the height of the armored statues see Queyrel 2003, 43.
Radt and Filgis 1986, 119–120 note 397–398 considers it possible that the
statues did not originate until the ﬁrst century BCE, but this is based on
equating them with the sculptures associated with Diodoros Pasparos in
the inscriptions and assuming only one of the possible additions to these
inscription texts; see below.
6 Auinger 2015 with ﬁg. 1–2; cf. Radt and Filgis 1986, 119 note 397. So-
called Attalos I., Berlin, Antikensammlung SMB Inv. AvP VII 130:
Grüßinger, Kästner, and Scholl 2011, 499 Kat. 5.8 (R. von den Hoff); von
den Hoff 2013b with further literature; Scholl 2016, 52–54 no. 36 (R. von
den Hoff – C. Blume). Head of Heracles, Berlin, Antikensammlung SMB
Inv. Sk 1675: Grüßinger, Kästner, and Scholl 2011, 462 Kat. 3.27 (R. von
den Hoff); von den Hoff 2013a with further literature; Picón and Hem-
ingway 2016, 151 no. 57 (R. von den Hoff).
7 On the later reduction of the base width see below.
8 The well-preserved plinth with feet, which presumably belongs to the ar-
mored statues (von den Hoff 2015a, 128 with note 42 ﬁg. 15), measures
approx. 70 cm in width, so that at least 90-100 cm of space on the circu-
lar arc must be estimated for each statue, and even more for the larger
Heracles ﬁgure in the middle.
9 Following, e.g., von den Hoff 2004, 383–384, 386–390 (before the new
studies in Pergamon and Berlin); von den Hoff 2015a, 128.
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Fig. 1 Niche with statue base in hall H of the upper gymnasion terrace.
1 Attalid statues in the Diodoros
inscriptions
The ﬁrst important epigraphic information can be found
in a decree by the Pergamenes honoring Diodoros Pas-
paros.10 It belongs to the era just after his gymnasiarchy
(69 BCE), and its text was made available to the public
in the gymnasion (Fig. 3).11
According to this text, a statue (ἄγαλμα) of
Diodoros was placed in an exedra of the gymnasion
where a likeness of Philetairos (282–263 BCE), the ﬁrst
autonomous Attalid ruler of the city, had been installed
(l. 36).12 A little before this mention of the exedra of
the statue of Philetairos, there is discussion of an agalma
of the same Philetairos Euergetes (l. 19–20). A miss-
ing patch of the text (l. 20) leaves it unclear whether
Diodoros installed this likeness for the ﬁrst time (ἀνα-
τιθέναι) or merely had it newly erected or repaired (ἐπι-
σκευάσαι).13 The latter addition seems more plausible,
but Diodoros was considered the new founder of the
10 On Diodoros Pasparos see Jones 1974; Chankowski 1998; Jones 2000;
Müller 2003, 434–435; 437–438; Ameling 2004, 142–145; Genovese 2011,
67–70; Meier 2012, 336 –341; Mathys 2014, 51–54.
11 Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 with appendix; pl. 16;
OGIS pl. 764; Müller 1997b (“AM 29, 1904, no. 1”); Chankowski 1998,
162 no. I; 192–194; http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316574 (vis-
ited on17/10/2018). Jones 1974, 191 proposes dating this decree to earlier
than the others for Diodoros; on the chronology cf. Chankowski 1998.
12 On its identiﬁcation with the ﬁrst important Attalid in Pergamon, Phile-
tairos, cf. Wörrle 2000, 553 with note 53. Another agalma of Diodoros as
σύνθρονος of the gymnasion gods (Heracles and Hermes), is expected to
have stood in another exedra of the gymnasion. See Hepding 1907, 257–
272 no. 8 a I l. 44-45; still another is mentioned in I. Pergamon 256, cf.
Chankowski 1998, 163 no. III; 173–217. On the statues of Diodoros cf.
Mathys 2014, 51–54.
13 Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1; Queyrel 2003, 30;
von den Hoff 2004, 388; von den Hoff, Mathys, and Stappmanns 2011,
276 and von den Hoff 2011, 128 add ἐπισκευάσαι (“to repair”) in l. 20
(on archaeological references to repairs cf. below); on this term cf., e.g.,
Hepding 1910, 401–407 no. 1 b l. 11. ἀνατιθέναι (“to install”) is added
by Müller 1997b (“AM 29, 1904, no. 1”); Chankowski 1998, 191 note
128, in line with http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316574 (visited on
17/10/2018).
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Fig. 2 Niche with statue base in hall H of the
upper gymnasion terrace.
gymnasion after the Mithridatic destruction.14 He is not
likely to have been concerned with the statues of long-
dead kings that were not visible before the wartime de-
struction in the gymnasion.15 In any case, the Philetairos
portrait is probably that statue mentioned shortly there-
after in the text of the same decree as standing in an
exedra, near which a likeness of Diodoros was then also
erected, precisely because of his concern for this portrait
of Philetairos.16 So here we learn about one Philetairos
statue, which was an agalma. Diodoros had at least one
other statue of a king erected or repaired: an agalma of
Attalos III Philometor (138–133 BC) that is mentioned
in the same text (l. 20), after the Philetairos likeness.
Diodoros’ benevolence with the royal portraits is also
highlighted in another inscription dossier inscribed on
a column of the upper gymnasion terrace.17
It is not certain from these texts that the two Attalid
portrait statues were only in one room of the gymna-
14 Hepding 1907, 257–272 no. 8 a II l. 62–63.
15 But cf. the other context in Hepding 1907, 265–272 no. 8 b–c Z. 17–19.
16 Sacriﬁces were made for the kings during the consecration of the
Diodoros statue; see Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no.
1 l. 39–40; Wörrle 2000, 553.
17 Hepding 1907, 265–272 8 b–c l. 17–19; Müller 1997b (“AM 32,
1907, no. 8”); Chankowski 1998, 163–165 no. VI; 175–180; 190–191;
http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316601 (visited on 17/10/2018); cf.
also Meier 2012, 334–341 no. 48.
256
ruler portraits and ruler cult in the pergamon gymnasion
Fig. 3 Honoriﬁc inscription for Diodoros Pasparos from the Pergamon gymnasion (“AM 29, 1904, no. 1”).
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sion or installed on one base. In addition, it is unclear
if there were further likenesses of other persons. Along
with the indications of the two statues, the texts men-
tioned have several parts missing. First, the lacuna in
lines 19 and 20 of the ﬁrst Diodoros decree is signiﬁ-
cant.18 It precedes the name of Philetairos and that of
Attalos III, with Philetairos immediately following. It is
difficult to add the names of other Pergamenian rulers
here – there would be space for two – and thus attest to
their agalmata, such as those of Eumenes I and Attalos
I.19 The names would then not be listed in chronological
order, which is a problem. At a later point in the same in-
scription (l. 39) sacriﬁces for Philetairos are mentioned,
and Attalos III immediately follows. There is uncertainty
as to whether this was followed by the name of another
ruler, who would then be an earlier king (Eumenes II?)20
– and thus not in chronological order.21 This would still
result in only three kings being listed. Unfortunately, the
naming of the statues in the large Diodoros dossier also
has elements missing:22 before the name of Philetairos
(l. 17), and perhaps also before Attalos III (l. 19).23 No
conclusive proposal to ﬁll in these lacunae has yet been
made.24 The Diodoros dossier remains unclear with re-
gard to the number of royal statues and the persons por-
trayed. Statues next to those of Philetairos and Attalos
III are conceivable, but not deﬁnitively determinable.25
If we leave the statue of Attalos III aside, which certainly
only arrived in the gymnasion after 138 BCE and there-
fore was not part of the original decoration, then the la-
cunae offer too little space to name more than two At-
talid agalmata in the gymnasion besides that of Phile-
tairus, at least in the founding phase.26
2 Other Attalid statues
In addition to the indications from theDiodoros inscrip-
tions, fragments of four marble bases also attest to por-
trait statues of Attalids in the gymnasion before Attalos
III. The ﬁrst fragment is the left part of a base block that
names Attalos I as a soter, in the accusative case (Fig. 4).27
Found on the upper terrace of the gymnasion, the
fragment belongs to a statue base which, according to
its inscription and connecting surface at the left, contin-
ued for at least one block. The letter height of about 5
cm is relatively large; the statue would have been slightly
oversized. The holes on the top surface suggest a bronze
statue of the ﬁrst king of Pergamon. Another likeness of
this king is probably attested by a block, later reused, of
18 Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 19–20.
19 According to Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 19,
followed by Müller 1997b (“AM 29, 1904, no. 1”); Chankowski 1998, 191
note 128; already similar in W. Dittenberger (OGIS no. 764); cf. Wörrle
2000, 553.
20 This has now been added by Müller 1997b (“AM 29, 1904, no. 1”), as
well as the earlier W. Dittenberger (OGIS no. 764); Schröder, Schrader,
and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 39 does not list another name here.
21 The missing text in front of the statue of Philetairos in Schröder,
Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 19–20 (and potentially also in
Hepding 1907, 265–272 no. 8 b–c l. 17–18), could also mention a statue
of Seleukos I, with whom Philetairos initially aligned himself in order to
make Pergamon independent. But this would have been out of the ques-
tion, since Seleukos obviously received no cult in Pergamon. In Schröder,
Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 39, which deals with sacri-
ﬁces, he would thus rightly be missing from before Philetairos. The king
who may have followed Attalos III, by contrast, did receive sacriﬁces,
but then had no statue in the gymnasion, since he would not otherwise
have been named under the agalmata following Attalos III. At least one
statue (εἰκὼν) of the non-local king Ptolemy existed in the gymnasion
(Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 42: Ptolemaios; cf.
Kotsidou 2000, 469 K., no. 352), but this dates to after the end of Attalid
rule; but cf. the statue of Antiochos III from the sanctuary of Athena:
I. Pergamon 182. I do not consider a statue of Seleucos to have been plau-
sible in the gymnasion during the era of conﬂicts between Pergamon and
the Seleucids in the early second century BCE, when the gymnasion was
built; cf. the discussion about the naming of the presumed Attalos I, who
is also interpreted as Seleucos I, von den Hoff 2013b and below.
22 Hepding 1907, 265–272 no. 8 b–c l. 17–19; Virgilio 1993, 91 note 411
Müller 1997b (“AM 32, 1907, no. 8”); Chankowski 1998, 190–191. There
is also missing text about the sacriﬁces of two bulls for kings after a de-
cision to celebrate Athena and Asclepios: Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe
1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 46–48.
23 Chankowski 1998, 190–191 with note 123. He considers Eumenes or
Attalos for the lacuna in l. 17 preceding Philetairos, but the singular
form of the corresponding adjective (καθιδρυμένου̣) would require
explanation.
24 It is possible that no other agalma is named in l. 18 before Attalos III,
since only Hepding 1907 reads “A⌈” here, H. Müller later saw “AN”:
Müller 1997b (“AM 32, 1907, no. 8”); Chankowski 1998, 190 note 123.
25 Cf. Wörrle 2000, 553.
26 The text in Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 46–48
talks about two bulls as sacriﬁcial animals in the context of Diodoros Pas-
paros; they were sacriﬁced to the rulers in relation to the decision about
a celebration of Athena and Asclepios. This could indicate that here, too,
two rulers received sacriﬁces (cf. von den Hoff 2004, 388 note 108), but
Müller 1997b (“AM 29, 1904, No. 1”) adds in Attalos I Theos before the
names of Philetairos and Attalos III, inserting a third, older king in non-
chronological order; Schwarzer 1999, 261 also sees Attalos I Theos named
here; cf. Wörrle 2000, 553.
27 Hepding 1907, 301–311 no. 32; Dekrete 1997 (honoriﬁc inscrip-
tions: “AM 32, 1907, no. 32”); von den Hoff 2004, 383 note 75; http:
//inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316621 (visited on17/10/2018).
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Fig. 4 Fragment of the base of a statue of Attalos I from the gymnasion
(“AM 32, 1907, no. 32”).
Fig. 5 Reused block of the base of a statue for Attalos I from the gymna-
sion (“AM 32, 1907, no. 48 a + b”).
another statue base from the gymnasion (Fig. 5).28
According to the addition by Helmut Müller, this
portrait was dedicated to Attalos I by a certain Menes-
tratos. However, the text should only be extrapolated
with great caution. The smaller letter size (height 2.4
cm) conﬁrms that this was probably a somewhat smaller
statue. The statue was a dedication to Attalos which ad-
vocates cult activities.
The marble block that supported a portrait statue of
a Eumenes (Fig. 6) also belongs to a base with a rather
small inscription.29
It was found as a seondary closing wall of the door
leading to room O in the west part of the upper gym-
nasion terrace. The block seems to have supported a
life-size or slightly larger-than-life-size statue. Jacobsthal
mentions a pin hole for attaching a lance to the top
surface, which might indicate a statue type that was
nude or partly clothed. It was donated by Philetairos, the
ﬁrst name mentioned in the inscription: son of an Atta-
los, the father of the ﬁgure depicted. This would then
be Philetairos Euergetes, who donated a portrait of his
adoptive son Eumenes, who would later rule Pergamon
beginning in 263 BCE. If we take this literally, then the
donation was made during the lifetime of Philetairos,
long before the construction of the gymnasion in the
early third century BCE. The two statues of Attalos I
could also have been set up in the third century BCE. A
similar case exists with the fourth base of a royal statue
from the gymnasion: this is the round base of a bronze
statue of 78 cm in diameter, which was found in 1908 in
28 Hepding 1907, 320 no. 48a + b; Dekrete 1997 (honoriﬁc inscriptions:
“AM 32, 1907, no. 48 a”; “AM 32, 1907, no. 48 b”); Mathys 2014, 50; ﬁg.
10; 138 Gy U8; http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316636 (visited on
17/10/2018); http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316637 (visited on
17/10/2018).
29 Jacobsthal 1908, 405 no. 34, Dekrete 1997 (honoriﬁc inscriptions: “AM
33, 1908, no. 34”); von den Hoff 2004, 381 note 75; http://inscriptions.
packhum.org/text/316913 (visited on 17/10/2018).
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Fig. 6 Block of the base of a statue of
Eumenes (I) from the gymnasion (“AM 33,
1908, no. 34”).
the east baths adjacent to the gymnasion (Fig. 7).30
The typical insertion hole on the top surface indi-
cates that this base too supported a life-size or slightly
taller bronze statue. The inscription states that Eumenes,
son of Philetairos, erected this statue of Attalos, his son.
This is therefore the remains of another statue of Atta-
los, who would later rule Pergamon as its ﬁrst king until
197 BCE. This raises the question of whether we can give
credence to this text in chronological terms as well: the
likeness would then have been created before 241 BC,
too early for it to have been installed in the gymnasion
ﬁrst. Could the base have been brought there later? It
can never be ruled out that such stone blocks did end
up being carried off in Late Antiquity and the Byzantine
era, but it is equally unlikely that the statue was trans-
ferred there when the gymnasion was ﬁrst being deco-
rated. The inscription formula is identical to the base of
Eumenes I just discussed (Fig. 6), and the letter heights
match (2 cm). The portraits were therefore characterized
as companion pieces,31 even if the base shapes and writ-
ing differ in the details. But we do not know of any ﬁnd
from the gymnasion that is certain to have come from
one of the places of origin of such statues, which have
been suggested, the neighboring sanctuary of Demeter,
or the sanctuary of Athena, high up on the citadel.32
Apparently fragments only came directly crashing down
from the Hera sanctuary above the gymnasion palaestra
and the adjacent ‘temple R’.33 This leaves us with an un-
proven but probable proposition: assume that there was
an ancient installation of these statues in the gymnasion,
either through the installation of older statues – most
likely during the original decoration – or through the
suggestion of an older donation inscription.34
30 Hepding 1910, 463–465 no. 45 ﬁg. 5; Dekrete 1997 (honoriﬁc inscrip-
tions: “AM 35, 1910, no. 45”); von den Hoff 2004, 383 note 75; von den
Hoff 2011, 123–124 ﬁg. 3; http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316993
(visited on 17/10/2018).
31 Hepding 1910, 465.
32 Schober 1951, 51 (“wohl verschleppt”) and Queyrel 2003, 81 note 7
(“sans doute du sanctuaire d’Athéna”) assume that the base was taken;
von den Hoff 2004, 383 with note 75 is similar. Finds from the sanctu-
ary of Demeter (?) in the gymnasion: marble fragments of Nike ﬁgures
(Bergama, Depot der Pergamongrabung no. S 167; S 151), Hepding 1910,
495–497. Grote 1992a, 180 pl. 15, 2; and Grote 1992b, no. 405, however,
identiﬁes Akroter ﬁgures in it from a ‘temple R’ west of the gymnasion,
similarly to Rheidt 1996, 178.
33 Objects from the Hera sanctuary in the gymnasion: fragment of the ded-
ication inscription, Jacobsthal 1908, 402 no. 27; altar of a Hera priestess,
Jacobsthal 1908, 402 no. 28. Objects from “temple R” in the gymnasion:
fragment of a marble cult image, Radt 2011, 131 ﬁg. 75 (found in the
west baths of the gymnasion).
34 Jacobsthal 1908, 405 considers the letters on the base Jacobsthal 1908,
405 no. 34 (Abb. 6) to be those of the second century BCE, as in Dekrete
1997 (honoriﬁc inscriptions: “AM 33, 1908, no. 34”); von den Hoff 2011,
126, unlike Hepding 1910, 465, who also dates the base, Hepding 1910,
436–465 no. 45 (ﬁg. 7), as does Dekrete 1997 (honoriﬁc inscriptions:
“AM 35, 1910, no. 45”), to the third century BCE. Dekrete 1997 (hon-
oriﬁc inscriptions: “AM 32, 1907, no. 48 a”) also dates the base Hepding
1907, 320 no. 48a (ﬁg. 5) to this period.
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Fig. 7 Fragment of the base of a statue of
Attalos (I) from the gymnasion (“AM 35, 1910,
no. 45“).
3 Portrait statues, ﬁndings, and
inscriptions
Bringing these epigraphic and archaeological ﬁndings
together is not easy. No statue has been preserved with
its matching inscription. The precise locations in the
gymnasion of the epigraphically attested statues cannot
be determined. Their sheer number, however, shows
that royal statues were present in many rooms. The
agalmata of Philetairos and Attalos III named in the
Diodoros inscriptions must by no means have stood in
one room, let alone on one base; it is unclear whether
more statues were named there. And the number (four)
of colossal marble Attalid statues already installed in hall
H under Eumenes II, together on one base from which
remnants have survived, surpasses the maximum achiev-
able number, derived from the texts of the Diodoros
dossier, of three kings’ agalmata before Attalos III.
Whether these are even the agalmata named there is like-
wise an open question.35
What is striking is that only the statue ﬁnds in hall
H have so far given indications of royal statues before the
time of Attalos III that were made of marble and clearly
oversized. They were accentuated by their materials and
size – as well as by the prominent situation of their loca-
tion. They – and not yet the incomplete epigraphic ev-
idence – also testify so far to an early, cohesive gallery
of Attalid portraits, even if we cannot be sure who ex-
actly was depicted. The other royal statues attested only
epigraphically (Figs. 4–7), were made of bronze and not
linked to common bases. Only for Philetairos is there
not yet any indication of a statue in the gymnasion ex-
cept for his agalma; but his statue probably would not
have beenmissing from a family group. All this supports
recognizing the agalma of Philetairos as one of the stat-
ues in the central niche of hall H.36 This would have the
consequence of hall H being cited as the exedra of Phile-
tairos, as the ﬁrst Diodoros decree refers to it. A portrait
(agalma) of Diodoros would then also have had to have
been present there since the ﬁrst century BCE.37 But this
identiﬁcation is far from being sure: early remains of
rectangular foundations have been observed in rooms G
and D, and they too may have belonged to statue bases
that were later removed.38 Apart from this, it may come
as a surprise that a single statue from the cluster of four
Attalid likenesses, which had been jointly and simulta-
neously installed, was ascribed a special status and that
this alone gave the room its name, as the Diodoros in-
scription attests.39
Was there a recognizable message of this corpus of
35 It is possible, but not compulsory, to assume a jointly installed gallery of
Attalids on one base in the early gymnasion on the basis of the Diodoros
inscriptions alone, as in Radt and Filgis 1986, 119–120 with note 398;
Virgilio 1993, 91–92; Schwarzer 1999, 261–262, and also von den Hoff
2004, 388 with note 108; and von den Hoff 2011, 128, since the statue of
Philetairos is also individually named. But cf. the skepticism in Aneziri
and Damaskos 2004, 265 note 123, and in Bielfeldt 2010, 160 with note
117–118, who seem to doubt a statue gallery at all, even though the ﬁnds
of statues from hall H are evidence of such a gallery (thus also rightly
Bielfeldt 2010, 163 note 124).
36 The Philetairos exedra is identiﬁed as hall H in Delorme 1960, 188–189;
Radt and Filgis 1986, 119–120; Chankowski 1998, 173; von den Hoff
2004, 388.
37 Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 36 (see note 11
above); cf. von den Hoff 2004, 386 with note 99.
38 von den Hoff 2015a, 129 with note 56 (but not demonstrated with any
certainty as having been the foundations of statue bases).
39 On this see von den Hoff 2004, 386 note 99.
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Attalid statues at the time when the gymnasion was es-
tablished, as far as we can determine? It became clear that
at least two portraits of members of the Attalid royal dy-
nasty stood in the gymnasion of Eumenes, which dis-
played ‘princes’ and had been erected by family mem-
bers (Figs. 6–7). Through their inscriptions, which name
the person depicted and the donor as son and father, re-
spectively, they ﬁrmlymarked themale generational suc-
cession starting with Philetairos followed by Eumenes I
and Attalos I – and thus showed the continuity of rule
as legitimate, even though adoptions were part of it.40 In
addition, there were the two statues of Attalos I (Figs. 4–
5) and the four Attalid statues next to Heracles in the
central niche of hall H. Under Eumenes II, then, the
gymnasion was ﬁlled with statues of kings and of later
kings portrayed before their accession to power – a space
strongly visually occupied by the Attalids.41 At the same
time, the statues of the young princes may also have di-
rectly spoken to the gymnasion visitors, most of whom
were young. At least two of the likenesses were made of
bronze; only the statues in hall Hwere deﬁnitelymarble,
and only these reached a signiﬁcantly larger-than-life for-
mat. The shapes of the bases (Figs. 4–7) also show that
the individual portraits were not installed as a cohesive
group of statues and thereforewere presumably arranged
around the space: the Attalids were thus seen in the gym-
nasion as isolated ﬁgures and as representatives of differ-
ent age roles. According to their inscriptions, the Attalid
portaits were not cult statues, but honoriﬁcs or dona-
tions by members of the royal family – in a space whose
statuary decoration was designed by the ruling family it-
self.42 For the ﬁgure group in hall H, by contrast, which
was installed by Eumenes II at the time he established
the gymnasion, there is an emphasis on the ties between
the persons depicted and with Heracles, the divine pa-
tron of the gymnasion, who was also considered the an-
cestor of the Pergamon royal family.43 The dynastic and
collective aspect of the representation of these rulers is
also underscored here. The uniform military quality of
the Attalids is especially foregrounded in this room, as
it seems that at least two, if not four statues in armored
breastplates were set before the viewer.44
4 The ruler cult and ruler portraits:
visual integration
How do the Attalid statues relate to ruler cult practices
in the Pergamon gymnasion? The Attalid ruler cult is a
controversial ﬁeld; the space here does not permit a dis-
cussion of the ruler cult in its entirety, or the necessary
differentiation between urban cults and so-called dynas-
tic cults – as speciﬁcally these may have been formed
in the royal capital of Pergamon in particular.45 Proof
of ruler cults is found primarily in the epigraphic ref-
erences to priests, sacriﬁces, and dedications to rulers, as
well as in indications of cult sites.46 Priests of Philetairos,
of the Theoi Adelphoi Eumenes II and Attalos II, and of
Attalos III – the last while he was still alive – are known
to have been present in Pergamon itself in the late sec-
ond century BCE.47 We know of altars to Attalos I that
were already being dedicated during his lifetime;48 there
40 Following Hepding 1910, 464–465.
41 Following von den Hoff 2015a, 130.
42 Only in the case of a statue conditionally related to Attalos I (Fig. 5) may
the dative case in the name of the person depicted indicate a consecration
to him: Hepding 1907, 320 no. 48a.
43 Scheer 1993, 110–149; Schwarzer 1999, 259; Platz-Horster 2013.
44 This essentially also conﬁrms the connection to military training posited
by Gauthier and Hatzopoulos 1993, 65; but cf. Wörrle 2007, 508 with
note 36.
45 For this cf. Habicht 1970; Price 1984, 23–53; Walbank 1987; Herz 1996;
Chaniotis 2003; Aneziri and Damaskos 2004, 262–268; Buraselis and
Aneziri 2004; Chankowski 2010; Erskine 2014; Coppola 2016; as well as
the anthologies Iossif 2011; Günther 2011. On the ruler cult in Pergamon
see Schwarzer 1999; Wörrle 2000, 550–554; Gauthier 2003; Bielfeldt 2010,
152–163; Schwarzer 2011; Michels 2011, 117–124.
46 Aneziri and Damaskos 2004, 262. – The inscription for the establish-
ment of an urban cult for Antigonos I in Skepsis lists temenos, bomos, and
agalma, with sacriﬁces and celebration: OGIS no. 6; Habicht 1970, 42–
44; Erskine 2014, 585–587; http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/287868
(visited on 17/10/2018).
47 On priests of Philetairos see Wörrle 2000; cf. Gauthier 2003. On priests of
Attalos II see Jacobsthal 1908, 375–379 no. 1 l. 1–2. On priests of Theoi
Adelphoi Eumenes II and Attalos II see Jacobsthal 1908, 375–379 no.
1 l. 3. On priests of Attalos III see Jacobsthal 1908, 375–379 no. 1 l. 4–
5; I. Pergamon 246, l. 12–13, see also Müller 1992, 206–212. Cf. Wörrle
2000, 554 note 54.
48 Jacobsthal 1908, 403–404 no. 32: http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/
316911 (visited on 17/10/2018). I. Pergamon 43: http://inscriptions.
packhum.org/text/301641 (visited on 17/10/2018). I. Pergamon 44:
http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/301642 (visited on1 7/10/2018).
SEG 40 no. 1134 B: http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/317229 (visited
on17/10/2018). The king’s name appears in the genitive in I. Pergamon
45: http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/301643 (visited on17/10/2018).
Cf. Schwarzer 1999, 256; Müller 2000, 540 note 112; Bielfeldt 2010, 155–
156 ﬁg. 14–15 (I. Pergamon 43 and 44 are depicted, and not I. Pergamon
45), as well as 156 with note 111 on other, more recent altars; Michels
2011, 120 note 40.
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is evidence of an Eumeneion, a cult site for Eumenes II, on
the hill of Pergamon’s citadel, within the old city walls,
in the district of Philetaira.49 Eumenes II was also wor-
shipped as Theos in conjunction with the Twelve Gods,
in the waning years of the monarchy at the very latest.50
An urban ruler cult may have begun in Pergamon under
Eumenes I, but this is disputed.51
The situation ismoremodest for the Pergamongym-
nasion, even though there were generally strong ties be-
tweengymnasiaandtheHellenistic rulercult.52 Sacriﬁces
to Philetairos and Attalos III took place under Diodoros
Pasparos – more than sixty years after the monarchy had
ended – when Diodoros had their agalmata renovated.53
If the agalma of Philetairos receiving the sacriﬁces was
identical to one of the ruler statues in hall H, its installa-
tion would trace back to Eumenes II. The statue would
then already include evidence of Eumenes’ II visual and
ritual legitimacy through the statue and cult of the dy-
nasty’s founder that were linked to this site. It is an open
question whether the statue in hall H – if it depicted
Philetairos – gave its name to hall H or another room
– even though the statue was part of a group. The nam-
ing of a room alone, however, conﬁrms its excellent qual-
ity against the other statues, indeed those of a cult image
in a gymnasion-centered ruler cult. Michael Wörrle has
recently clariﬁed the accentuated role of the Pergamene
Philetairos priests in the political and religious fabric of
the Pergamon polis as a whole.54
Further speciﬁcs about cult worship of the Attalids
in the gymnasion cannot be given, except that one of the
statues testiﬁedwas probably dedicated toAttalos I there,
as was made explicit by the inscription (Fig. 5), and that
another Attalid was being worshipped there beginning
with Attalos III at the latest. It cannot be determined,
however, whether sacriﬁces to Attalos I, Eumenes II, or
Attalos II were ever made in the gymnasion.
But we do know the visual and functional context
of the rest of the ruler portraits in relation to what was
likely the earliest cult statue of Philetairos, wherever it
stood – so we also know the latest one, that of Attalos III.
The Attalids weremeant to appear on the one hand to be
related as a family, but also as individuals and therefore as
virtually normal citizens. The historical beginning was
marked by the cult statue of Philetairos, while the uni-
form marble statues in hall H underscored the dynastic
unity of the ruling family following him. But the names
of those represented in themarble statues are open to de-
bate. In addition to the obvious Philetairos, possible can-
didates are Eumenes II, the founder of the gymnasion,
Eumenes I, but also the ﬁrst king of Pergamon, Attalos
I, as well as Attalos II, the brother of the gymnasion’s
founder. Arguments could be made in favor of each one,
but it must be clariﬁed which arguments would actu-
ally be apt – the ‘completeness’ of the genealogy, the
kinship or adoption, their military accomplishments, or
their historical relevance.55 But the epigraphic ﬁndings
make it clear even without such designations that not
all of the rulers depicted in the gymnasion were also ob-
jects of cult worship at this site: probably not even all
four Attalids who appeared in the marble statues of hall
H. The result was a tense juxtaposition of cult practice,
cult statue(s) and other portrait statues of rulers.
This opens up another component of the represen-
tation of the Pergamon monarchy in its royal capital’s
gymnasion. Just grouping the four marble statues in hall
H together with Heracles – although he is represented
as more signiﬁcant in size – brings those depicted more
into line with a divine hero who was worshipped in
the gymnasion and was the progenitor of the ruling dy-
nasty. This way the Attalids became synnaoi theoi of Her-
acles at least visually, without necessarily becoming sub-
jects of the cult themselves.56 If the cult statue of Phile-
49 I. Pergamon 240; OGIS no. 336; http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/
301878 (visited on 17/10/2018). On the Philetaira district cf. Wörrle 2000,
552. On the Eumeneion see Bielfeldt 2010, 158 with note 114.
50 I. Pergamon 246, l. 27–28; OGIS no. 332; http://inscriptions.packhum.
org/text/301887 (visited on 17/10/2018).
51 Cf., e.g., Wörrle 2000; critical of this early dating is Bielfeldt 2010, 154–
163; cf. also Gauthier 2003.
52 On the ruler cult in the Pergamon gymnasion and beyond see Delorme
1960, 342–346; Price 1984, 45; Aneziri and Damaskos 2004, 262–268;
Buraselis and Aneziri 2004, 179; as well as Wörrle 2000; Wörrle 2007. A
gymnasion in Athens was named after Ptolemy III and housed a statue of
the king: Paus. 1,17,2.
53 Schröder, Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 152–160 no. 1 l. 35–40.
54 Wörrle 2000.
55 On the naming of the marble statues in H, cf. provisionally von den Hoff
2013b. As has now been shown, however, the kings’ names mentioned
in the Diodoros texts alone are no help in naming these statues. The con-
troversial question of identifying the presumed Attalos I in Berlin (cf.,
eg, Fleischer 1991, 10–15) must be further discussed elsewhere; cf. the
important replica of the head on the sarcophagus of the tomba bella in Hi-
erapolis, Romeo, Panariti, and Ungaro 2014, 220–222 and Smith 2015,
809.
56 On synnaoi theoi cf. Schmidt-Dounas 1993–1994; Queyrel 2015. Joint in-
stallation therefore does not necessarily imply a joint cult, cf. Buraselis
and Aneziri 2004, 179. Diodoros Pasparos later received an agalma in
the gymnasion as a σύνθρονος of Heracles and Hermes (Hepding 1907,
257–272 no. 8 a I l. 44–45), so potentially a seated statue, cf. Chankowski
1998, 198–199.
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tairoswere to have been standing among their likenesses,
this statue would have had a speciﬁc religious value, but
it would not have been more prominent than the rest
of the likenesses in terms of material, format, and per-
haps even iconography. If the agalma of Philetairos had
been in another place in the gymnasion, however, then
it would have been an additional functional portrait cat-
egory of cult statue in the context of the overall sculp-
tural decoration, alongside the oversized marble like-
nesses and the life-size bronze portrait statues. In any
case, there is a blurring of the clearly separated func-
tions of the portraits: honoriﬁc, consecrated, and cult
statues of the same persons were found distributed all
over the gymnasion; visitors under the rule of Eumenes
II were encouraged to see their separation as diversity,
the implicit family ties between them as a moment of
integration and of a nexus of honoriﬁc, cultic, and social
(read: royal) status. In the light of the cult of Philetairos
– should it trace back in the gymnasion to Eumenes II –
and in the company of Heracles, a divine-religious aura
was conferred upon kings and princes of the Attalid fam-
ily that visually distinguished them and removed them
from the everyday, even though speciﬁc practices of the
ruler cult may at ﬁrst have been assigned only to Phile-
tairos, and then only under certain circumstances. The
installation site near the cultically worshipped founder
implicitly integrated the other family members into this
cult.57 The statuary decoration of the gymnasion made
it a site of the union of civic and extraordinary religious
as well as military qualities of the male members of the
royal family – young and old – and this seems to have
been a concept of its design by Eumenes II.
Attalid statues were not unique to the Pergamon
gymnasion, however. Such statues are also attested in
the gymnasions of Andros, Apamea, and Sestos, where
they sometimes served as cult statues. Groups of stat-
ues of several Attalids were also featured, and these are
more frequently cited as evidence for the Attalids in gen-
eral.58 Elsewhere, too, Attalid likenesses alongside those
of gods tied the Pergamon kings to the divine sphere –
without having to cross the boundary into ‘equating’ the
two or compelling cultic worship.59 In this respect, the
Pergamon gymnasion at best represents an exception,
in view of the multitude of Attalid statues with diverse
functions and the resulting visual connection between
them.
5 Ruler portraits after the end of royal
rule: visual continuity
Even after the monarchy ended, the gymnasion did not
lose its eye-catching feature of the massive visual pres-
ence of the Attalids, in the form of their likenesses and
their implicit integration into the cult of the dynasty’s
founder. This alone shows the intensiﬁcation of the ruler
cult in the late Attalid era and the cult’s existence beyond
the end of the monarchy, as Michael Wörrle has inves-
tigated.60 This manifested itself speciﬁcally in the care
Diodoros Pasparos devoted to the royal portraits in the
gymnasion in approximately 69 BCE, when, as the “sec-
ond founder” after the disaster of the Mithridatic wars,
he conferred a new splendor on the structure and the
institution.61 It cannot be inferred from the correspond-
ing inscriptions with any certainty that Diodoros had an-
cient agalmata of the kings in the gymnasion repaired
(and not originally installed), but this has already been
indicated above as being rather probable. The analysis of
57 Perhaps comparable phenomena of a blurring of clear boundaries: 1)
the sacriﬁces for the beneﬁt of kings or their own cult (cf. Aneziri and
Damaskos 2004, 263), 2) the conﬂation of celebrations for gods and for
kings (Aneziri and Damaskos 2004, 265–266) and 3) relations between
cult and honors. The case of Attalos III demonstrates this: he received a
cult statue (ἄγαλμα) as a synnaos theos of Asclepios and a golden statue
(εἰκὼν) on the agora, but his priest offered sacriﬁces at the altar of Zeus
that was adjacent to the golden εἰκὼν; sacriﬁces were offered to Attalos
III at the same time they were offered at the altar of Zeus Boulaios and
Hera Boulaia in Pergamon, as attested in the ‘Elaia Decree’: I. Pergamon
246; OGIS no. 332; Müller 1992, 206–212; Schwarzer 1999, 260–261;
Queyrel 2003, 37–39; Bielfeldt 2010, 180–182.
58 On Attalid cults and statues in other gymnasions see Queyrel 2003, 34–36
(Andros: Eumenes II); 36 (Apamea: Eumenes II and Attalos II; no certain
cult evidence); 37 (Sestos: Attalos III); cf. also the gold statue of Eumenes
II in the gymnasion (?) of Milet: Schwarzer 1999, 256–257; Queyrel 2003,
31–34. On statue groups of Attalids see von den Hoff 2011, 123; cf., e.g.,
the statue gallery donated by Menogenes in the sanctuary of Athena:
I. Pergamon 171–176; Bielfeldt 2010, 165–166.
59 Attalid statues alongside images of gods: Attalos III in Pergamon next to
Asclepios as synnaos theos: I. Pergamon 246; Attalids next to Hera in the
Heraion of Pergamon under Attalos II (cf. recently Mathys 2014, 38–41;
pace Schwarzer 1999, 295–298); colossal statue of Attalos I next to statue
of Apollo in Sicyon (Poly. 18,16,1–2; Schwarzer 1999, 255–256); Attalos
I as synnaos of a hero on Aegina (IG II2, 885; cf. Schmidt-Dounas 1993–
1994, 78–79).
60 Wörrle 2000; Wörrle 2007; cf. also Bielfeldt 2010 on the intensiﬁcation in
the late second century BCE.
61 Hepding 1907, 257–272 no. 8 a II l. 62–63.
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Fig. 8 Foot fragments of the armored statues (?) from hall H, with traces
of repair.
Fig. 9 Foot fragments of the armored statues (?) from hall H, with traces
of repair.
the marble fragments, which can be classiﬁed according
to the ﬁnd location, material, and format of the Attalids
gallery in hall H, has provided further evidence of this.
Indeed, traces of repairs can be found on fragments of
bare feet of the statues from this ﬁnd context (Figs. 8–
9):62
Attachment surfaces in the toes of the statues and
holes for metal pins show that their tips have been in-
serted; sanding marks and scoring lines indicate manip-
ulative interventions at this point and also contradict the
idea to identify them as primary attachments as early as
the sculptural fabrication stage, which were so common
in the marble workshops of Pergamon.63 Unfortunately,
these repairs cannot be dated. It is tempting nonethe-
less to link them to the actions by Diodoros.64 The same
goes for the reworking of the king’s head in Berlin (the
presumed Attalos I) that likewise belongs to this group
of statues.65 The wreath of hair on this statue originates
from a second phase of work, but we cannot date its
production either. But since the head was reproduced
with this new hairstyle on the early imperial sarcoph-
agus of the ‘tomba bella’ in Hierapolis, and the tresses
are largely identical,66 the reworking of the head must
have happened before the formation of the sarcophagus
midway through the ﬁrst century CE –whether this hap-
pened indeed in Diodoros’ era remains unclear.67 It is
not even certain that the reworking was part of a repair;
it could also have been done without external reason for
the purpose of updating the iconography of the royal
statue, perhaps as part of a lingering cult. At any rate,
the new hairstyle gave the representation a divine pull –
but it does not approximate the depicted king to Alexan-
der and does not show an anastole at all. The new hair
does not refer to a concrete deiﬁcation, but visually ap-
proximates the image to those of male gods, which, like
Alexander himself, were depicted with such a wreath of
hair.68 It also demonstrates the continuous care for the
royal likenesses in hall H, as does the preservation of the
statues.
Not all of the Attalid likenesses survived for long in
the gymnasion. The base of the bronze statue presum-
ably dedicated to Attalos I (Fig. 5) was probably reused
in the early ﬁrst century BCE for the erection of another
bronze statue and the attachment of an honoriﬁc inscrip-
62 The fragments were found in 1906 in the same wall where the fragments
of the aforementioned armored statues were found: feet with legs and
marble plinth, Bergama, Depot der Pergamongrabung/Untere Agora:
von den Hoff 2015a, 128 with note 42 ﬁg. 15. Left foot on marble plinth,
Bergama, Depot der Pergamongrabung no. S 284: unpublished.
63 On attachments in Pergamene sculpture see Hofter 2011; Hofter 2015.
64 Following von den Hoff 2004, 388; von den Hoff 2015a, 129 with note
51.
65 von den Hoff 2013b with further literature; Scholl 2016, 52–54 no. 36 (R.
von den Hoff and C. Blume).
66 Cf. recently Romeo, Panariti, and Ungaro 2014, 220–222 and Smith 2015,
809.
67 Then Diodoros in fact would have commissioned repairs not only of the
statues of Philetairos and Attalos III, to which the head indeed cannot
belong due to its physiognomy or date, but of others that may have been
named in the aforementioned lacunae of the inscriptions.
68 von den Hoff 2011, 128; von den Hoff 2013b.
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tion.69 The base of a bronze statue of Attalos III was
likewise later turned upside down for the installation
of another bronze statue, but was then – in a third use
– ground down and used as part of a subsequent wall,
which is where it was found.70 Such destruction of stat-
ues and reuse of their base blocks is not uncommon.71
The marble portrait statues in hall H, the most promi-
nent location of the upper gymnasion terrace, were ev-
idently excluded from this process. Hall H and its envi-
rons were also a focal point for the installation of other
portrait statues into the imperial era.72
In the high imperial period – perhaps as early as the
construction of the palaestra porticos of the upper ter-
race in marble, likely in the late Flavian era – the hall re-
ceived a newly designed entrance and a new barrel vault
ceiling suspended on pillars – a sign of the abiding sig-
niﬁcance of this space in the gymnasion.73 The pillars
were placed in front of the walls and columns of the
north and south sides of the room, as well as to the right
and left of the central niche (Figs. 1–2). In the process,
the parts of the semicircular base of the niche that later-
ally extended to the wall surfaces had to be dismantled;
some of the leftover fragments were used in the under-
pinnings of the new pillars. Stabilizing masonry arches
were placed in front of the side walls of the niche as well;
these reduced the clear span of the niche from 6.4 to 5
m (Fig. 1). The remaining part of the semicircular base
now no longer could have four statues alongside Hera-
cles, but one statue each to his left and right – in consid-
eration of the space and the symmetry.
The context in which the remnants of only three
statues were found in 1907 is further evidence that two
statues were actually removed at the time but that the
threemiddle ones were preserved: not until the next con-
struction phase of hall H, which should be assigned to
the late third century CE at the earliest, did they ﬁnd
their way into a wall that closed off the lateral entrances
of hallH but not its central one, so that the hall remained
accessible and in use.74 Although the remnants of the
three statues found in the wall in 1907 had been broken
to pieces, the heads were almost unscathed in the mar-
ble surface, with bits of hair still stuck to the head of the
presumed Attalos I. They were therefore most likely to
have been built into the wall just after their destruction,
meaning they had been standing until then, while other
fragments at the time probably found their way into lime
kilns. Only then did the rest of the Attalid group with
Heracles disappear from hall H.
Even though we can say so little with any certainty
about the date of the end of the ruler cult in the gym-
nasion after the end of the Attalid monarchy and how
statues were included in it:75 It appears that, in the cen-
tral hall H, where Eumenes II may have initiated the cult
around Philetairos, portrait statues of Pergamon’s kings
in full military dress were preserved in colossal format
as visual synnaoi theoi of their mythical ancestor Hera-
cles until at least the third century CE – more than four
hundred years, as Eumenes II had donated them in the
ﬁrst half of the second century BCE. Even when Roman
emperors retained a cult in the gymnasion,76 the im-
perial likenesses never replaced the portraits of the At-
talid kings. Instead, the new rulers received other, more
second-tier places in the gymnasion.77
69 Hepding 1907, 320 no. 48 b; Mathys 2014, 50; ﬁg. 10; 138 Gy U8:
“dreimal verwendet”.
70 Hepding 1907, 311 no. 33; http://inscriptions.packhum.org/text/316622
(visited on 17/10/2018).
71 Cf., e.g., von den Hoff, Mathys, and Stappmanns 2011, 276–277.
72 Mathys 2014, 67–68; 93–94.
73 On these renovations see Schazmann 1923, 60–61 with ﬁg. 22; Radt and
Filgis 1986, 119 note 396; Trümper 2015, 194 with note 80; on the reno-
vations in other rooms see Trümper 2015, 178.
74 For more on the ﬁnd see Schazmann 1923, 61; Auinger 2015.
75 On the duration of the cult of Hellenistic kings see Chankowski 2010, for
Pergamon cf. Gauthier 1985, 48.
76 E.g., in room 57 of the middle terrace of the gymnasion: Schröder,
Schrader, and Kolbe 1904, 167–168 no. 8; Schazmann 1923, 37–38.
77 E.g., perhaps in the ‘imperial hall’ G adjacent to hall H: Schazmann
1923, 56–58; von den Hoff 2008, 106–108; Trümper 2015, 178 (“after A.
D. 161”); 192 with note 73 (includes the proposition of a cultic function
for this space). On the dating in the Flavian period (shortly after 90 CE)
together with the halls of the palaestra, see Strocka 2012, 204–219, esp.
218–219. On the imperial portraits not far from hall H see also Mathys
2014, 67–68. On room 57 of the middle terrace see Schröder, Schrader,
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